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Questions Raised by Se cretary _Mc*fo aaara * 

on the Second Tonkin Gulf Incident 
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1. was there an attack on the Maddox and Turner 
Joy on August 4, 1964? 

Aside from the .statements of crew members of the 
two ships and subsequent review by several of the 
commands involve d , sufficient inrormai-ion was in th^ 
hands of the President on August 4, 19o4 to estaolish 
beyond any doubt that an attack had t a v.e n^ pl< k ce . 
Secretary I-Icilamara, in his statement to the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee on February 20, 19oo, sum 
rized that information as follows: 

"An intelligence report. of a highly classi- 
fied and unimpeachable nature received shortly 
before the engagement , stating that hortn Viet- 
namese naval forces intended to attack tne 
Maddox and Turner Joy . 

"Reports from the ships that their racers 

indicated they were being shaoov’eo by high 

soeed surface vessels. 

* 

"Reports from the ships that they were being 
approached by the high speed vessels and an attach 
appeared imminent. . 

"Reports from the ships tnat they wore unoer 
attack . 

"A report from the ships that searchlight 
illumination had been utilised by the attacking 
craft and that gunfire against the patrol had 
been observed. 
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M A report that two torpedoes had passed 
' close to the Turner Joy, and that there had been 
positive visual sighting of what appeared to _ 
be cockpit lights of patrol craft passing near 
the Hade! or a 

"An intelligence report stating that Worth 
Vietnamese naval forces had roporteo. that they 
were involved in an engagement . 

"Reports from the U.S, ships that they had 
sunk two and possibly three of the attacking 
craft. 

"An intelligence report stating that Worth 
Vietnamese naval forces had reported losing too 
ships in the engagement. 

" / 

"A report from the onscene task group 
commander that he was certain that ths^cmibush 
had taken place, although precise details of the 
engagement were still not known. 

"A report from the commander in chief. Pacific, 
that he had no doubt that an attack had occurred." 

It should ba noted that neither the evidence available 
at the time nor that obtained subsequently establishes 
clearly whether the Worth Vietnamese ships or the U.S. 
shios fired first. However, in view of the attack on 
August 2 and the intelligence reports, it was reasonable 
for the U.S. task group commander to interpret . tne appreae 
of the Worth Vietnamese ships in attack formation as 
sufficient evidence of <?.n nttnc^., 

2. Was the attack unprovoked? This question should 
be considered in three parts. 
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(a) Was the electronic and visual obser- 
vation mission of the Desoto patrol le-atx se»c-l 

Secretary McNamara stated the purposes of 
these patrols as rollons; 

"Patrols of the nature of those carried on 

bv naddox and Turner_J 02 . were initiated in ta~ 

D > ' , — : — nTT?o^ fp'n^tr r.r,-.r« carried out 

western Pacific in l l >o2, m>-y w. 

'? w ;?f: rn ,Ho-l voters along the coastlines or 
m intern---. — - ^ orp;’ They "were open 

Communist countries in Li.ra.i- <- f.-.i-p.n 

natrols and no host5.1e actions wcn.e ever t«s-*- 
- by the U.S. forces involved . 

^T'SwwES* 2d Svl—tll 

: tha world operating 

in waters where we had eve*y - U& , 

NorttvhtnaLsi naval o=oiriOy in those waters 

secondary purposes were area familiarisation and 

tsz&s wwr 

?£S £2£ such^observations 
V7ere needed. 1 

Senator McCarthy suggested, x£ ti.e C ^J ^ 7 its 

gathering imo., ration _c 1-9 - viet lten might properly, 

operations against. Ln~ uoroi, ■ h naf'ols prove ca- 

or at least understandably, consider such pat oil i 

tive, Xn addition “ ^ operations, 

the Desoto patrols and tne Sout - ; RelaClon3 Committee 
Secretary McNamara informed the Forc- O n 
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"We have found no evidence that any information gained 
oo the Desoto patrols was used in the planning of the 
South Vietnamese operations". 

(b) Did the Had do;: and Turner Joy penetrate 
the claimed territorial sea of North- Viet Nam? 

North Viet Nam did not, to our knowledge, 
make any claim concerning the expanse of its territorial 
sea prior to September 1, 1964, at which time Radio Hanoi 
stated "The Democratic Republic of Viet Nam declared that 
the territorial sea is 12 miles". Therefore, on August 4, 
1S64, we Lacl.no reason to believe that North Viet Nam had 
changed the 3-mile limit that had been claimed for Indo- 
china by the French. Both South Viet Nam and Cambodia 
maintained 3 -mile claims, although Cambodia has more 
recently extended its claims to 5 miles. Moreover, it 
could not have been assumed that North Viet. Nam, as a 
Communist country, claimed 12 miles; Cuba and Poland each 
adhere to the traditional 3-mile limit, and Yugoslavia 
and Albania each claim 10 miles. 


Prior to the August 
been authorized to go no 
the North Vietnamese coa 
miles to any offshore is 
August 3 with the Maddox 
prohibited any approach 
coast. It appears that 
miles prior to the Augus 
Turner Joy remained at a 
the coast in the period 


2 attack on the Maddox it had 
closer than 8 nautical miles to 
st and no closer than 4 nautical 
land. When the patrol resumed on 
and the Turner Joy , instructions 
closer than 11 miles from the 
the Maddo x went closer than 12 
t 2 incident, but that it and the 
11 times more than 12 miles from 
between the two incidents » 


(c) Was the mission sufficiently related to 
the South Vietnamese 34A operation in time, place, or 
activity to provoke North Vietnamese attack? 

At the time of the 34A attack on July 30-31, 
the Maddox had not yet begun its patrol and was at least 
130 miles away. At the time of the 34A attacks on 
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August 3-4, the two destroyers were at least 70 miles 
from the point of attack 0 

Secretary McNamara cited the testimony of several 
captured North Vietnamese naval officers in support of 
his assertion that North Viet Nam clearly understood 
the distinction between the two operations. With respect 
to the message from the task group commander on August 3 
indicating that he believed the North Vietnamese associ- 
ated his ships with 34A operations. Secretary KcHairara 
stated that the commander had no basis for such a con- 
elusion and that the commander agrees today that he aid 
not in fact have any basis for such a conclusion.' . 


Secretary McNamara was closely questioned on his 
statement in the Tonkin Gulf hearings in 1964 that ''Our 
Navy played absolutely no part in, was not associated with, 
was not aware of, any South Vietnamese actf.on, if tncre 
were any a 1 1 Secretary McNamara defended that statement on 
the ground that the Ha del ore was not aware of any South _ 
Vietnamese actions, although soma elements of our Navy 
were aware of them. It appears that Secretary McNamara 
was not aware, on August 4, or even on August 6, 1964^, 
of the 34A operations on the night of August 3-4, although 
he was aware of the general plan of 34A operations and 
of the specific operation on July 30-31, 

In response to allegations that a telegram from 
CINCPAC fleet stated that the Desoto patrol would 
possibly draw North Vietnamese Navy patrol boats north- 
ward away from the area of 34A operations, Secretary 
McNamara responded that that was not an- .-objective of the 
Desoto patrol as decided on in Washington, and reiterated 
the lack of knowledge on the part of the Maddox and 
Turner Joy of specific targets and times or 34A operations. 
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3, Were the 34A operations, which began in 
February 1954, justifiable in themselves? 

Although this question was not pressed in the 
hearing on February 20, 1953, it is conceivable that the 
Committee will make an argument that tnesc operations, 
with equipment supplied by the United States, were . 
unjustified and undercut to some degree our assertion, 
that North Viet Kara was guilty of an armed attack agams «- 
South Viet Kara which justified, in turn, our air strides 
against the North. It can be pointed out, in' response to 
such an argument, that North Vietnamese infiltration into 
the "South, by land and by sea, had occurred tor many yea.r^ 
and that the 34A operations were justifiaole measures 
of defense against sea infiltration. 
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